FARMINGTON CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
January 5, 2017

STUDY SESSION

Present: Chair Heather Barnum, Commissioners Connie Deianni, Alex Leeman and
Rebecca Wayment, Community Development Director David Petersen, and Recording Secretary
Lara Johnson. Commissioners Bret Gallacher and Kent Hinckley were excused.

item #3. Brian Cali/Alwina Enterprises LLC — Requesting a Recommendation for Zoning Map
Amendment Approval

Eric Anderson said the applicant desires to build a dental office next door to the Russon
Brothers Mortuary and near Cherry Hill. In order for the applicant to do so, the property must be
rezoned to a commercial type zoning. The applicant is requesting a rezone from A {Agriculture) and LR
(Large Residential) to NMU {Neighborhood Mixed Use). Eric Anderson said a portion of the property is
already designated as NMU, and a portion is designated PPR (Public/Private Recreation Open Space) in
anticipation of US89 being widened; however, the City master planned for a wider swath than what
would ultimately be required. Staff is recommending approval of this item as it fits with the intent of
the general plan, it is consistent with what Russon Brothers Mortuary has done, and it is separated from
the residential areas to the west. Eric Anderson also pointed out that the applicant provided a site plan,
as shown in the staff report; however, it is a rough conceptual plan as it could change based on the
topography.

Item #4. Scott Adamson/APHIA Holdings — Reguesting a Recommendation for Zoning Map
Amendment Approval

Eric Anderson said the applicant has been operating a tech company out of the old City Shop
building for a few years. Previously, the building was occupied by the Public Works Department, and
then CenterCal had offices there. Since the building was previously used for office purposes, the
building has been a non-conforming legal use as an office. The only thing the applicant is now
requesting to change is to have signs on the building; however, the A zone does not allow for it. Eric
Anderson said staff is recommending approval of this item. The use is already there, and making the
change will allow signage for the business. Heather Barnum asked if the applicant must still conform to
the sign ordinance. Eric Anderson said yes, the applicant would have to conform to Title 15, which
includes all the requirements for signs.

Item #5. Lance Evans/E&H Land — Requesting a Recommendation for Zoning Map Amendment
Approval

Eric Anderson said the applicant is seeking to rezone RMU (Residential Mixed Use) property to
GMU (General Mixed Use). He said a portion of the applicant’s property is zoned GMU, and the
applicant would like the whole area zoned GMU. Eric Anderson said a site plan has been included in the
staff report. He said staff has several concerns regarding this request. He said staff's biggest concern is
that when the City originally zoned the property RMU, the intention was to provide a buffer for the
single-family homes of Farmington Greens and The Ranches from the intense commercial and mixed use
areas. Eric Anderson said the site plan the applicant provided is not consistent with the original intent
of the RMU zone, and does not conform to Chapter 18 of the Zoning Ordinance. He also reminded the
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Chair to enter into public record the emails received by the commissioners and staff from concerned
residents.

REGULAR SESSION

Present: Chair Heather Barnum, Commissioners Connie Deianni, Alex Leeman and
Rebecca Wayment, Community Development Director David Petersen, and Recording Secretary
Lara Johnson., Commissioners Bret Gallacher and Kent Hinckley were excused.

Item #1. Minutes

Connie Deianni made a motion to approve the Minutes from the December 15, 2016 Planning
Commission meeting. Rebecca Wayment seconded the motion, which was unanimously approved.

Item #2. City Council Report

David Petersen gave a report from the January 3, 2017 City Council meeting. He said the audit
report was presented and accepted. He said the report showed that City Management does a great job
in maintaining fiscal responsibility, especially compared to other cities they have seen. He said the other
item discussed was the general plan amendment request for the Hughes Property. City Council tabled
the item as new information was presented to the Council by the applicant shortly before the meeting.
The City Council wanted to have time to review the information. David Petersen said he did present all
background information to the Council regarding the many discussions the Planning Commission had on
the item, as well as the Commission’s final recommendation; however, the City Council members never
showed how they plan to vote. David Petersen also mentioned that Dan Rogers resigned from the
Planning Commission, so the Mayor is looking to fill the vacancy.

ZONING MAP AMENDMENT

Item #3. Brian Call/Alwina Enterprises LLC {Public Hearing) — Applicant is requesting a
recommendation for Zoning Map Amendment approval of .96 acres of property located at
approximately 1875 North 1075 West from LR (Large Residential} and A (Agriculture) to NMU
(Neighborhood Mixed Use) zone. (Z-6-16})

Eric Anderson showed an aerial map of the property and explained that the property being
discussed was previously UDOT surplus property in the event US89 would need to be widened. UDOT
has since quit claim deeded this property as surplus to the applicant. Eric Anderson said the general
plan designation for the property is NMU {Neighborhood Mixed Use}, LDR {Low Density Residential), and
PPR (Public/Private Recreation Open Space, and/or Parks Very Low Density). The PPR was designated
that in the event of the highway expansion took place. The applicant desires to build a dental office, but
in order to do that a rezone to some kind of commerciaf zone must take place to allow for professional
or medical offices. Eric Anderson said the general plan already lists the property as NMU, and the
applicant is simply asking to make that change to NMU. Staff is recommending approval as it matches
with the general plan designation, and it is consistent with the area as Russon Brother Mortuary is
across the way from it.

Heather Barnum asked if the applicant is only asking for the rezone of the area needed for the
building and the parking lot. Eric Anderson said it is only one parcel. David Petersen said when the
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applicant submits a site plan the City will vacate some of the 1875 North R.O.W. to the applicant, as it
will square up the applicant’s property. Eric Anderson also pointed out that staff feels the 1875 North
R.O.W. if very “squirrely” as some of the property goes into the road. He said a condition to the motion
has been included that the legal description of the property must match the site plan since some of the
lot lines are not clear.

Brian Call, 1013 Willowmere Dr., Kaysville, said he currently has a practiced in Farmington;
however, he wants to own his own building in Farmington long term. He said he is excited to build
something that will fit within the landscape of the City.

Heather Barnum opened the public hearing at 7:16 p.m.

No comments were received.
Heather Barnum closed the public hearing at 7:16 p.m.

Connie Deianni said she feels this is a great use; Alex Leeman agreed.
Motion:

Alex Leeman made a motion that the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council
approve the zone map amendment of .96 acres of property located at approximately 1875 North 1075
West from A and LR to NMU, as identified on the attached map, subject to all applicable Farmington City
ordinances and development standards, and the following conditions:

1. The legal description must match the site plan submitted as part of a conditional use and site
plan application;

2. The City shall vacate the 1875 North R.O.W. on the north end of the subject property prior to or
concurrent with a conditional use and site plan application.

Rebecca Wayment seconded the motion, which was unanimously approved.

Findings:

1. The proposed rezone is consistent with the General Plan.

2. The proposed rezone is consistent with the adjacent property to the north,

3. The proposed rezone and subsequent use is necessary and will provide benefit to the
community.

4. The proposed rezone and subsequent use is not detrimental to the health, safety, and general
welfare of the community.

Item #4. Scott Adamson/APHIA Holdings {Public Hearing) — Applicant is reguesting a recommendation
for Zoning Map Amendment approval of 1.22 acres of property located at 42 North 650 West from A

{Agriculture) to TMU (Transit Mixed Use) zone. (Z-8-16)

Eric Anderson showed an aerial map of the area. He explained there is currently a company
located in the building called Monumetric that is using it as an office space. The property is not zoned
for commercial use; however, it was previously occupied by the City for offices so it was a legal non-
conforming use. After the City vacated the building, CenterCal was grandfathered in as an office type
use; however, neither the City nor CenterCal had signage. The applicant now wants to add a sign to the
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building, but needs the property zoned commercial to do so as signs on businesses are not allowed in
the A zone. The applicant is asking for the property to be rezoned to TMU; other property zoned TMU is
close by to this property. Staff is recommending approval of this item as it is a good use, and it will
make the property conforming and legal.

Larry Adamson, 2121 E. 3450 N., Layton, said Monumentric has remodeled the inside of the
building. He said they are a fast growing tech company that intends to continue to grow. He said they
appreciate any support from the City.

Rebecca Wayment asked if there are any other changes planned for the building. Larry
Adamson said they will landscape the property in the spring, and that they have remodeled the inside to
allow for room to grow.

David Petersen said the building was previously the old City shop site; however, when Legacy
Highway was built, the yard to the shop site was removed. Without the yard, the City was forced to find
a new location for the shop site, and the previous building fell into office use.

Heather Barnum asked if the applicant plans to stick with the example provided for the sign in
the staff report, and if it will conform to the City’s requirements for signs. Larry Adamson said ves, the
sign will be mounted to the building, as shown in the staff report, and it will conform to the City’s sign
ordinance.

HB opened the public hearing 7:22 p.m.
No comments were received.
HB closed the public hearing 7:22 p.m.

Rebecca Wayment said she feels this is a good use of the building, and the commissioners
agreed.

Motion:

Rebecca Wayment made a motion that the Planning Commission recommend that the City
Council approve the zone map amendment of 1.22 acres of property located at 42 North 650 West from
A to TMU, as identified on the attached map, subject to all applicable Farmington City ordinances and
development standards and the following condition: the applicant must comply with the Sign Ordinance
as found in Title 15 and follow the proposed renderings attached herein. Alex Leeman seconded the
motion, which was unanimously approved.

Findings:

1. The proposed rezone is consistent with the general plan.

2. The proposed rezone is consistent with the surrounding properties and neighborhoods.

3. The use that is already in place is legally non-conforming; rezoning the property will make it
legally conforming.

4. The applicant is not expanding on their use or adding on to their building, they are only seeking
to place one sign each on the side and front of their building.

5. The use that is already in place is necessary and desirable as it suppiies the community with jobs
and it meets the intent of Chapter 18 of the Zoning Ordinance.
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6. Only those areas in close proximity and good pedestrian access to the commuter rail stop are
zoned TMU; the subject property is consistent with these characteristics.

Item #5. Lance Evans/E&H Land (Public Hearing) — Applicant is requesting a recommendation for

Zoning Map Amendment approval of approximately 28 acres of property located at 1110 West Park
Lane from LR {Residential Mixed Use) to GMU {General Mixed Use} zone. {Z-7-16)

Eric Anderson said the subject property is currently zoned GMU, but a portion of the applicant’s
property on the southwest is zoned RMU. He said the original intent of the RMU was to create a buffer
between the single-family homes like Farmington Greens and The Ranches from higher intensity
commercial uses [ike Station Park. Eric Anderson said staff is recommending denial; the findings for
denial to the motion cover the feelings and concerns staff has regarding this item. He said concerns lay
with the conceptual site plan as the site plan does not fit within the design standards (the form-base
code) or the regulating plan in Chapter 18 and it removes the intent of the RMU zone. Staff feels that it
does not make sense to rezone the property until a site plan that will fit in the GMU or RMU zone is
received.

Lance Evan, 638 Compton Rd., said he understands there is a disagreement between what they
as the applicants want to see and how they are to move forward. He said their request is to add
additional uses to the property that is zoned RMU. He said some of the differences from GMU to RMU
are things like hospitals, lodging, retail, vehicles services, convenient stores, parking structures, and
more. He said rezoning the property from RMU to GMU would allow them as applicants the flexibility
they need to put together a great project. Lance Evans said currently, the property zoned GMU has
been hindered because of the shadow cast by Cabela’s, which has caused them difficulty in what uses
could be placed on that property. He said the property zoned RMU berders Park Lane, which is an
arterial road, and is a logical location for retail and restaurant type uses that could act as an extension to
Station Park. He said they are seeking the rezone at this time because they are trying to move forward
with a “full package” for the City that looks at the whole 60 acres of their property and shows the
network of roads and viable uses, Lance Evans said they have received significant interest in high
quality tenants, but these tenants would need additional services, like gas stations, retail, etc. He said it
is challenging to make a full plan work with the existing zoning.

Lance Evans said he understands neighbors’ concerns with a buffer from commercial uses;
however, they will be relocating gas lines to the west property line. With the easements over the gas
lines, and the 80’ R.O.W. for the D&RG trail, an approximately 175’ buffer would be provided. He feels
that would be an adequate buffer for the seven closest single-family homes. Lance Evans said he
recognizes their current site plan will not work; however, he said it is a starting point. He feels having
the rezone will allow them to better look at and solve the issues around the site plan. He said in
reviewing the staff’s findings for denial four of the six findings were based on the conceptual site plan.
Lance Evans said he feels the rezone itself should be discussed, and then the site plan should be
discussed and revised once it is approved. He said there are many designs that will better address the
ordinance, but in order to achieve those designs, the rezone must happen.

Lance Evans expressed frustration in the development process, as everyone in the process
wants everyone else to be the first move. In reference to the findings for denial, he said he feels what
they are requesting is consistent with the general plan and with the surrounding properties to the east.
He said they would like the opportunity for the rezone so they can continue what has been done with
Station Park by providing similar services.
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Heather Barnum asked if the applicant is willing to entertain the idea of only rezoning a portion
of the RMU property to better retain a buffer for the nearby single-family homes. Lance Evans said only
rezoning a portion would still be challenging to line up all that is needed. He said the great part about
the GMU zone is it still allows for RMU uses; however, rezoning the property to GMU will allow better
flexibility to be creative in the design and location of the buildings. He said they are pushing to have the
GMU zone closer to Park Lane.

Heather Barnum opened the public hearing 7:37 p.m.

Heather Barnum said three emails were received from residents stating they were not in favor
of amending the RMU zone to GMU. These emails were entered into the record.

Bryan Duncan, 1413 W. Citation Dr., said his property abuts open space in the Farmington
Greens neighborhood. He said he does not have concern with the zoning of the property proposed by
the applicant, and is more in favor with the GMU zone. He said his concerns are with the property
remaining RMU, which allows for high-density housing, as it relates to the Farmington Greens
neighborhood and the water drainage of it. He said since the high-density homes have been built on
1100 W. his backyard has turned into a swamp. He said he knows there is current litigation with the City
regarding the open space he abuts, but he expressed frustration that so much of the storm water is
retained on the single-family home’s property, which is causing extreme mosquito problems. He said he
feels if the property was rezoned to GMU, the retail developer may better address their storm water,
and the City can put more pressure on the developer to have a pond on site to manage the water flow,
like the new University of Utah Hospital facility.

Wendy Rasmussen, 1233 W. 175 S., said she lives in the neighborhood adjacent to the current
RMU zone. She said she is greatly opposed to rezoning the property to GMU. She said when the City
Council amended the ordinance to allow for 3 story buildings in the Henry Walker Homes development,
an 80’ buffer was included, which sounded like a lot of room. She said when she walks down the trail,
the high density buildings feel very close to the trail. She said the intent of the RMU zone was to have
space between the single-family residential neighborhoods and the commercial area. She said she feels
Park Lane and Clark Lane allows for a natural divide line between residential mixed use and commercial,
but is frustrated that commercial may creep into the neighborhoods. She asked that the Planning
Commissioners follow staff's recommendation to deny this item.

Mark Evans, 2001 N. 1210 W., Pleasant Grove, said this property has been in the Evans family
since the 1800s. He said the Evans family loves Farmington, and want to continue their family legacy.
He said they want to build a quality development that will continue the value Station Park has brought
to the City. He said they as the developers will conform to all the codes in Chapter 18, and will continue
to work closely with the City. He said their original plan was to move the gas line to the west property
line, which will require an addition 50’ buffer in addition to the trail's already 80’ buffer. Mark Evans
asked that the City support them by taking the first step 1o rezone the property to GMU, and they will
continue to work on creating a site plan that will meet the City's requirements. He said rezoning the
property to GMU would allow them the flexibility they need to create that site plan.

David Rathburn, 81 Churchill Downs Dr., asked the commissioners to preserve the RMU zone as
it is. He pointed out that the applicant is seeking a rezone of the property to allow for needed “services”
that high quality tenants need; however, he feels Station Park already fills those needs. He said he does
not feel this rezone would just affect the seven adjacent single-family homes, but all the residential
neighborhoods. He feels it would change the whole perception of the west side neighborhoods. He said
if the property were to be rezoned, he asked that the Planning Commission wait to understand what the
property is being rezoned for and not just waiting for whatever the applicant chooses to bring forward.
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Diane Walcott, 1509 Citation Dr., said she does not have a preference if the property is zoned
RMU or GMU, but asked that water drainage be addressed. She said currently, there is so much
standing water on their properties, and the mosquitoes are awful.

Hanna Scott, 176 Longhorn Dr., said she is very opposed to the rezoning of this property as the
property is adjacent to their home. She said she feels rezoning the property to GMU would be an
increased risk for moms and dads allowing their kids outside or on the trail as it would be next to a
commercial building. She said she went around her neighborhood {which borders the Evans property),
and a lot of people were opposed. She said every resident that answered their door signed a petition
against the rezoning of RMU to GMU; 22 signatures were collected. She said she, and her neighborhood
is greatly opposed to the applicant’s request, as it would impact their neighborhood. She provided the
signatures to the Planning Commission to enter into the record.

Steven Lamburt, 246 Limousine Ct., said he does not know how the rezone would affect the
seven adjacent properties; however, he requested a large buffer remain. He said the applicant
mentioned 175’ buffer would be provided, and he said he knows that feels like a lot, but he does not
think it is enough. He said the trail is right next to his playground in his backyard, and he can hear trail
users conversations. He feels having commercial property backing the trail will greatly increase the
noise, and 175’ will not seem like a large enough buffer zone. He said he is not interested in what the
zone is, or what is built as long as there is a significant buffer space to the residential neighborhoods.

Heather Barnum closed the public hearing 7:48 p.m.

Rebecca Wayment said she has lived in Farmington long enough to remember when the west
side of the City was all horse and agriculture property. She said a lot has changed since that time, for
better or for worse, but that she believes that it is part of growth. She said she feels there is a reason
for a RMU buffer zone. She said she hears the applicant’s concerns that some potential tenants may be
driving the request for a zone change, but Rebecca Wayment said there needs to be more
understanding before the City will approve the change. She expressed concern that changing and
getting rid of residential buffers for an unknown entity that could come in is like putting the “cart before
the horse.” She said she would rather know what the City is looking at with regards to a viable site plan
that may show the location of office space, retail, high-density residential, etc. versus blindly looking at
the rezone. Rebecca Wayment said she might not be opposed to the rezone; however, she cannot feel
comfortable considering it without an accurate site plan. She said she could not blindly say there is no
need for a buffer when she wants to ensure the residents are well protected, and that this development
is a win for them. Rebecca Wayment said before she is comfortable approving the rezone, she would
like to see a site plan showing what tenants may want to do while mirroring that with the general plan.

David Petersen said in previous developments, like Spring Creek, Burke Lane, The Avenues at
Station Park, and more, citizens always come out to express concern regarding the buffer or transition
areas between commercial or high-density housing and residential neighborhoods. He said it is very
important to the residents in the City.

Alex Leeman said the applicant mentioned there are services that could not be provided to
potential tenants in the RMU zone. He asked what they want to do that cannot be dene in the RMU
zone. Lance Evans showed the Commission the GMU zone on the aerial map and explained office uses
may not be hurt by being located behind Cabela’s. Those office uses would bring high-quality jobs to
Farmingten, and would require additional services. Alex Leeman asked services could not be done in
the RMU. Lance Evans said the GMU would provide more flexibility with services that an office building
would use, and having those services will further bring those tenants in. Some of the things not allowed
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in the RMU zone are furniture stores, grocery stores, niche market stores, etc. He said many tenants are
not willing to look at the area with it currently zoned RMU. He said that is why they are requesting the
rezone without a site plan. He said he feels this zone change will allow them the flexibility they need to
put the project together. Alex Leeman said he understands that zoning changes may be made in the
abstract; however, making a zoning change could also give a developer a blank slate to do whatever
they want. He said he understands that they may want an office space with a gas station service, but
once a rezone is granted, a developer could do anything they want. He said without having more
specifics, he said he is very hesitant to grant a zone change because of the blank slate it gives the
applicant. Lance Evans asked what things that are allowed in the GMU that are not allowed in the RMU
make Commissioner Leeman uncomfortable. Alex Leeman said all the allowable uses in the GMU
currently make him uncomfortable, like hotels, entertainment, hospitals, etc. He pointed out that is
currently why the property is zoned RMU on the general plan. Lance Evans expressed frustration that
some of the uses they are considering, like restaurant pad sites, specialty retail stores, vehicle services
like gas stations or car washes, would all be something the community could use. He expressed
frustration that concerns like water drainage and mosquitoes cannot even be addressed at this point.
He said they are trying to move the process along.

Alex Leeman said his current concern with the site plan is it locks as though there is a strip mall
backing a residential neighborhood. He said he has concerns with the site plan as that was what
accompanied the application to the City. Lance Evans said they are working to conform to Chapter 18,
and pointed out that the project would not be approved it they didn’t conform. He expressed
frustration that many tenants will not discuss the project with them with this property currently zoned
RMU. He said if they bring in a large office complex that would have a campus of approximately 2,000
workers, they will want amenities close by so they can quickly go back to work. Alex Leeman asked
what amenities. He said if employees are wanting a place to eat, that's ok, but that isn't what is being
asked. He said he does not have a problem making some changes to the area for a site plan, but he does
not feel comfortable making a whole zone change for the area. He said granting this zone change would
give the applicant too much ability to do things the City may not be comfortable with having next to
residential neighborhoods.

Mark Evans asked the Commission what would be an acceptable buffer. Alex Leeman said the
acceptable buffer is the RMU zone as it currently stands. Mark Evans asked the Commission if they are
comfortable with the elevation of the townhomes. Alex Leeman pointed out that it is a residential use,
which is different from the retail pad they would be allowed to do if the property is rezoned to GMU.
He said residential use is currently what is authorized for the RMU zone; although he pointed out that it
seems the applicant is saying they won’t do that. Mark Evans said it is frustrating because with a
commercial zone, the gas line would be moved to the west property line, which would put a larger
buffer than if residential was put in right along the trail.

Alex Leeman said he feels the applicant may be asking for more than he may need. He said he
feels he may have better luck asking for a portion of the area to be rezoned with more specifics at what
they are considering, than asking for the entire area to be rezoned. Mark Evans expressed frustration
that they cannot get more specifics without getting the property rezoned. Alex Leeman pointed out
that the zone change is discretionary; however, the recommending body typically feels what is
appropriate for the area when it is presented with a site plan.

Connie Deianni said there are many uses that are allowed in the RMU zone, but she feels what
can be done there is all on a smaller scale. She said, for example, a large 50,000 sq. ft. buildings might
not be allowed there; however, she feels that is not what the neighborhood wants. She said she is not
opposed to rezoning a portion of the property, but is not comfortable recommending a rezone without
knowing what will be there. She said she realizes the problem the developers are facing; however, the
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RMU property is protecting the quality of life for the neighborhood so they do not have a big box
building in their backyards.

Rebecca Wayment said she wants to be clear to the applicant that she does not want to stop
development on the property. She does feel, however, that if the applicant wants to include something
like a gas station {an unallowable use in the RMU zone), he needs to request a specific area in the RMU
zone to be rezoned to allow for it in lieu of asking for the entire property to be rezoned. She said she
feels all the commissioners would still like to see some kind of buffer for the neighbors. She would like
to see a full site plan come back before considering the rezone of the property.

Heather Barnum asked staff about the residents’ concerns regarding drainage. David Petersen
said the residents asking about drainage are from the Farmington Greens subdivision. He said there is
25 acres of open space where they are having mosquito problems, and the residents are worried about
the drainage problem compounding. He said the City has plans for the area. The City owns the 25 acres
of open space because the HOA abandoned it by not paying property taxes on it. The City felt like it
would be a great place for a detention basin, but that many of the residents in the neighborhood
expressed concerns with doing so. He said that detention basins typically remain dry; it will fill up for a
time after a storm, but will then become dry again. David Petersen also said that a detention basin
would also allow for a better trail system, which would provide a way for mosquito abatement trucks to
access the property for a more detailed spraying. He said as it stands the mosquito abatement trucks
cannot access most of the property to address the problem. He said he feels opposing residents may
not have been educated about what the City wants to do and why. Heather Barnum asked for a time
line on when the City hopes to complete the detention basin. David Petersen said right now the City is
working with the Army Corps of Engineers to obtain approval on consolidating the wetlands. He said a
large detention basin, like what is being discussed, could also assist the Evans’ property with their storm
water drainage. If the Evans’ cannot retain water at the detention basin being discussed, it could impact
their site plan because they would have to contain the water on site.

Motion:

Connie Deianni made a motion that the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council
deny the zone map amendment of approximately 28 acres of property located at approximately 1110
Waest Park Lane from RMU to GMU, as identified on the attached map. Alex Leeman seconded the
motion, which was unanimously approved.

Findings for Denial:

1. While the proposed rezone may be consistent with the general plan, the proposed conceptual
site plan is not, because it does not “include features, characteristics, and design components
that will encourage pedestrian travel and will discourage the need for large, open parking areas”
as set forth in the General Plan, and further specified in Chapter 18 of the Zoning Ordinance.

2. The proposed rezone is inconsistent with the surrounding properties and neighborhoods, and
would not provide an adeguate buffer as was originally intended when the RMU zone was
designated for the subject property.

3. Whether the property is zoned RMU or GMU, the current proposal would most likely be denied
because it does not conform to either Chapter 18 or the Regulating Plan; therefore, the
applicant would have to aiter his site plan regardless of the RMU or GMU zoning designation.
Rezoning this property without knowing what the ultimate site plan for this property may be
premature.

4. Although the current proposed conceptual site plan would likely be denied, the proposed
rezone would allow for a future high intensity commercial development that does conform to
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the parameters set forth in Chapter 18 to be built within 200’ of the nearest existing home
within the Farmington Ranches Subdivision.

5. There are several stop gap measures intended to create a walkable and vibrant mixed-use
district within the City’s form-based code (as found in Chapter 18} including the Regulating Plan,
large-footprint building restrictions, and block size requirements. However, the City’s zoning
powers are the strongest regulatory mechanism available to ensure that this area develops
according to the City’s vision for the mixed-use district.

6. Staff may be comfortable with a reduction of the RMU zone for the subject property in the
future, but is not comfortable with removing this entire zoning designation for this property at
this time.

ZONE TEXT AMENDMENT

Item #6. Farmington City {Public Hearing) — Applicant is requesting a recommendation for Zone Text
Amendment to Chapter 18 of the Zoning Ordinance including the Regulating Plan and related increase
of block size in the OMU zone, and the removal of large footprint retail as a permitted use in the
mixed use zones. (ZT-6-16)

Eric Anderson in this item is a three-part motion. First item (A} is that in November of 2016, an
OMU property owner held a charrette, which hired Urban Design Associates (UDA) out of Pittsburgh.
One of the recommendations from UDA was to the regulating plan. UDA suggested that instead of one
major spine road cutting through the middle of the OMU district, the City amend the regulating plan to
allow the major road on the edge of the eastern portion of the OMU district and that another more
minor road form the western edge. He said this would result in larger blocks, more akin to the block
sizes in Salt Lake. The UDA said this would allow for more internal road and parking in the center, and
better use of office space and retail along the outside of the block. Staff is making the recommendation
to amend the regulating plan for only the OMU zone; however, staff is also recommending the item be
tabled until the Project Master Plan is received. Eric Anderson said similar to the last item in that the
City does not typically rezone a property until there is a reason to do so, the City also does the same
with not wanting to amend the regulating plan until the Project Master Plan is received so both items
can be reviewed concurrently. Eric Anderson said bringing the item forward now allows the City to start
the “pending legislation” process, which gives the City more control over potential applications that may
come in the future, but do not fit in with the ultimate plans for this district.

Eric Anderson said the second item (B) is related to the block size of the new regulating plan. As
he previously stated, UDA requested the City increase its block size. Again, staff is recommending
tabling the itern until a Project Master Plan is received, but that bringing the item forward now will start
the “pending legislation” process.

Eric Anderson said the third item (C) is removing the provision allowing for large footprint retail
buildings (as defined as greater than 20,000 sg. ft.} in the mixed use districts. He said the reason for this
was that big box retail does not fit well in the form based code. Consequently, when UDA held the OMU
charrette in November, UDA independently arrived at the same conclusion, and recommended that the
City not allow for big box retail in the OMU district. Eric Anderson said if a developer does wish to
pursue a big box building that exceeds 20,000 sqg. ft., Section 114 is an option, but requires the applicant
to enter into a development agreement with the City in order to deviate from the standards as set forth
in Chapter 18. He said this gives the City more control than having buildings greater than 20,000 sq. ft.
listed on the use table in Section 11-18-070.
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Rebecca Wayment asked for clarification on the staff report as it states the developer cannot
exceed 20,000 sq. ft. unless they have smaller tenants occupying one big building. Eric Anderson said
there could not be a single user in a building that exceeds 20,000 sq. ft.; however, something like Station
Park where some buildings are larger than 20,000 sq. ft., but are broken up so not one user occupies the
space is allowed.

Rebecca Wayment asked if the block change to allow for side streets would open up the
possibility of unused space in the middle of the blocks. Eric Anderson said that concern is one of the
reasons why the developer would have to show the site plan and entire Project Master Plan for the area
before the City approves the change to the block size. He said the City wants to know what they will be
doing for this site. He said from that point, the developer would have to follow the Project Master Plan,
or request to amend it, but that it would be a discretionary decision.

Heather Barnum opened the public hearing at 8:26 p.m.

Lance Evans, 638 Compton Rd., asked which zones would be affected by the change for large
footprint buildings. Eric Anderson said the change would apply to every mixed-use zone. Lance Evans
asked the commissioners if they could name a store they have frequented that is 20,000 sq. ft. or less
during the last holiday season. He said these are very small buildings, and are not typically where people
shop. He said he cannot think of a retailer that is smaller than 20,000. He feels making this change adds
extra hoops a developer has to jump through, and will have a huge impact on the development
community. He said he feels the City has other ways to control big box retail, and he does not think the
City should put forth an arbitrary size like 20,000 sq. ft. without considering what stores the City may or
may not be including.

Heather Barnum opened the public hearing at 8:29 p.m.

Alex Leeman asked staff to explain what is entailed in Section 114, David Petersen said this is
kind of like the planned unit development section of Chapter 18. He said a developer can work with the
Planning Commission to create a site or concept plan, and if it is acceptable, the City and developer can
enter into an agreement to potentially deviate from standards. Alex Leeman asked if the City has done
anything like this before. David Petersen provided numerous example where this was applied, including
Farmington Crossing. He explained after field trips, display boards, and more, the City entered into a
Master Development Agreement for the whole project. He said the developer did not receive his rezone
until his first condo project as he was not interested in that until the Planning Commission and City
Council were comfortable with the project first. David Petersen said another example is CenterCal with
its creation of Station Park. He said Station Park went through several concept plans for 64 acres. He
said the zoning of the 64 acres did not allow for what the City wanted to do, but that it was not until 2-3
years later that the applicant asked for a rezone until common ground was found to make the site great.

David Petersen also explained that Rich Haws, with The Haws Companies, also did the same.
Mr. Haws owns 73 acres, including the red barn complex and Park Lane Village. He said Mr. Haws tried
hard to follow Chapter 18 in his Project Master Plan. He said if a store like Cabela’s wanted to come in
after the provision for large footprint buildings is removed, it could still come in by development
agreement in Section 114. David Petersen said Mr. Haws worked with the Planning Commission and
City Council to get to a comfort level, like the previous two example, prior to memofializing a
development agreement and rezoning the property. He said he can think of a handful of other
developments that have followed the same process, including what is being considered on this item.
The applicant hired UDA to help the City get comfortable, and they are also using Section 114 to come in
and work with what they would like to happen.
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Alex Leeman asked what additional steps a developer would have to take under Section 114.
David Petersen said a developer comes with a master plan to memorialize it with the City. He said with
an applicant, a developer does not usually request a zone change right away, but brings in land use
planners and experts to help the Planning Commission get to a comfort level with the development. He
said this seems to be much of the pattern for success in development in the City.

Alex Leeman asked if the change is simply stating the City would like to see each building
exceeding 20,000 sq. ft. on a case by case basis. David Petersen said yes; after the UDA charrette, UDA
highly recommended the City remove big box retail if the City wants to allow mixed-use zones to be true
mixed-use. He said the City has expressed concern of becoming like Layton, West Valley, American Fork,
and others that have a lot of big box retail. He said the City feels it is a marketing advantage. David
Petersen said the City may max out at approximately 29,000 people, and the City is concerned it may
not be able to sustain big box retail over time as it cannot compete with other larger cities that can
continue to add rooftops. He said the City needs to offer a niche market to be competitive, so that is
why it is opting to find more creative developments. He said if a big box retailer is wanting to come to
the City, the city wants it to be done right to ensure it is successful and not just a vacant building some
years down the line.

Rebecca Wayment said in reviewing the proposed motion, she is okay tabling the first two items
discussed {A and B} as she would like to see the concept plans. In regards to the third item (C), she said
she likes that Section 114 is an option for developers to pursue things that may not be allowed, but that
might work perfectly for that area. Alex Leeman agreed, he said initially he was not in favor of removing
the 20,000 sq. ft. building provision, but he now understands that Section 114 is like a commercial PUD
in that a site plan and more information is needed up front prior to approval. Heather Barnum said she
is also in favor of it, and pointed out that more businesses are moving to smaller versions of their stores
compared to their previously large stores, like Cahela’s.

Motion:

Rebecca Wayment made a motion that the Planning Commission table (A) and (B), which is the
amendments to the regulating plan and related block sizes in the OMU zone until that time that a PMP
can be concurrently reviewed and approved by the City, and that the Planning Commission recommend
{C) to the City Council to approve the proposed zone text amendment to Section 11-18-070 as written in
the staff report. Connie Deianni seconded the motion, which was unanimously approved.

Findings:

1. Amending the Regulating Plan and related block size at the time of Project Master Plan
provides the City with more detailed information as it relates to the plan for the area.

2. By posting the public hearing and tabling items {a) and (b), the City initiates the process
of amending the Regulating Plan and Section 11-18-040 and it starts the “pending
legislation” process, giving the City more control over potential applications that may
come in the future, but do not fit in with the ultimate plans for this district.

3. Amending Section 11-18-070 to remove large footprint retail buildings as a possibility
allows the City more control over big box retail and whether or not to approve it.
Currently, any big box retail can come into the mixed use district as long as they follow
Section 11-18-070.

4, Staff feels that large footprint retail is antithetical to the purpose and intent of the form
based code that governs the mixed use district, which is to “encourage a diversity of
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uses that can respond to market forces while being consistent with a design that
promotes a transit and pedestrian-oriented pattern of development.”

5. If an applicant were to propose a large footprint retail building that the City desired, the
applicant could potentially invoke Section 114 and deviate from the standards of
Chapter 18 and receive approval for their building. In that circumsiance, the decision to
enter into a development agreement and allow the use of Section 114 would be purely
legislative, and thus, largely discretionary.

Item #7. Miscellaneous: a) Wasserman Shop in a Side Yard — 734 North 2000 West — AE Zone

Eric Anderson said the applicant previously had an emergency come up so he could not attend
the last Planning Commission meeting to answer the Planning Commission’s questions, so the item was
tabled. He said the applicant is here tonight to answer those questions. He said the information in the
staff report is the same that was previously included; however, the applicant has provided elevations for
the detached garage.

Heather Barnum asked for clarification on if this is a shop or a storage area for an RV. Eric
Anderson said the information the applicant provided says “shop,” but the Commission can ask the
applicant to clarify.

Troy Wasserman, 734 N. 2000 W., clarified that this is not a shop, but a dry storage area for a
RV and trailer. He said the paint of it will match the color of his house as much as possible.

Connie Deianni asked if is a steel building that will be painted to match his house. Troy
Wasserman said yes, it comes painted directly from the factory.

Alex Leeman said the way the code is written it states that an accessory building can be
approved if it is an architecturally compatible structure. He said he feels that is a vague term, but said
the provided elevations cause him some concern. He is worried how a large steel building will look next
to his home. Troy Wasserman said the reason why he went with streel was to ensure it can withstand
the 150 mph Farmington winds. Alex Leeman explained that the code allows a property owner to build
whatever type structure in the back of their home; however, if the structure encroaches on the side
yard, it has to be compatible with the visual style of the home. Troy Wasserman feels the pictures do
not adequately show how nice the structure will be.

Rebecca Wayment said when she built their accessory building in their side yard they matched
the siding to the same color of the house, matched the roofline to the house, and made it look like an
extension to their home. She explained that many people have stated their accessory buildings will
match the architecture of their home, but then, unbeknown to the City, a large steel building has been
built in its place. She said she appreciate that it will be painted; however, she expressed concern that
the accessory building will be the first thing you see before the home. She asked if the roofline will be
the same size as the 3-car garage. Troy Wasserman said the structure’s roof will be 3/12, and that it will
be metal.

Heather Barnum asked for clarification on the exterior of the structure, and if it would be made
entirely of steel. Troy Wasserman said it is a pole barn with the exterior as steel. She asked if the
garage on the structure will match the garage color of the house. Troy Wasserman said yes, it will
match. Heather Barnum asked for the height of the building. Troy Wasserman said the door will be
approximately 13’ high so the structure may be approximately 15’ high. Heather Barnum asked if there
are any other steel sheds in the neighborhood. Troy Wasserman said there are not any in his cul-de-sac,
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but others have much larger sheds in their backyards. He said his will mostly be in his backyard;
however, about 5-8’ of it will be on the side of his yard. He said he has talked with his adjacent
neighbors, and they do not have any complaints regarding it. Alex Leeman asked what will be the roof
color. Troy Wasserman said it will be the same roof color as his house. Rebecca Wayment asked for
clarification that it will be a metal structure that will be painted to match his home. Troy Wasserman
said yes, he wants the shed and home to be uniform.

David Petersen said the site plan provided to the Planning Commission shows a 5’ setback on
the side of the home where the structure will be located. He explained side and rear setbacks, including
the side setback needing to be 1%’. He explained that staff can grant a variance of up to 25% allowable
setback, which would decrease the setback to 7 %&’. He said if the Planning Commission approves the
item, staff can grant that, but to do so, the applicant could receive sign offs from neighbors of the site
plan. Troy Wasserman expressed concern with the setback being more than 5’ as that was what he was
told was the requirement. He expiained he has built a rock wall adjacent to the exact location where
the structure will be built. He and David Petersen discussed different ways to shift the structure to
make the setback work.

David Petersen expiained to the appiicant that ithe he feeis the Pianning Commission is
concerned that the structure will be built, and the neighbors may be surprised and concerned that it is
metal. He explained that has happened in the past. He said the Planning Commission may feel more
comfortable approving the structure if the neighbors sign off on the elevations and site plan. Heather
Barnum said she likes the idea of the applicant obtaining a sign off from neighbors.

Connie Deianni asked if a condition to the motion could be included that the structure and the
house must match. Eric Anderson said yes, a condition to the motion could be included. Rebecca
Wayment advised the applicant to take the right elevations to show the neighbors. Alex Leeman
agreed, he explained he was first bothered that all the homes in the applicant’s area are tan and brown,
but the elevations he provided was white and grey. Heather Barnum also said she likes that the garage
will match with the existing garage color.

Alex Leeman asked which neighbors should sign off on the structure. David Petersen said an
applicant usually receives sign-off approval from the adjacent neighbors. Rebecca Wayment asked if
the applicant then shows staff that neighbors have signed off. David Petersen said yes, the applicant
must show the sign off prior to receiving his building permit. The commissioners decided the neighbor
adjacent to him on the side where the structure will be located, as well as the three neighbors in the
back must sign off on the site plan totaling four signatures. Alex Leeman suggested the requirement of
the four affecting neighbors’ signatures be included as a condition to the motion.

Motion:
Alex Leeman made a motion that the Planning Commission approve the detached accessory
building placement that encroaches in the side yard of the applicant’s property, subject to all applicable

Farmington City ordinances and development standards, including the setbacks we discussed, and the
following conditions:

1. The applicant obtain approval from the 4 adjacent property owners, as discussed;
2. The paint colors of the structure match the existing home or the walls, the roof, and the garage
door.

Rebecca Wayment seconded the motion, which was unanimously approved.
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Findings:

1. The subject property is oddly shaped and building a shop to the rear of the dwelling would
prove difficult.

2. The proposed structure is compatible with the character of the site, adjacent properties,
surrounding neighborhoods and other existing neighborhoods.

3. The location provides or will provide adequate utilities, transportation access, drainage, parking
and loading space, lighting, screening, landscaping and open space, fire protection, and safe and
convenient pedestrian and vehicular circulation.

4. The proposed structure is not detrimental to the health, safety, and general welfare of persons
residing or working in the vicinity.

5. All requirements as set forth in Section 11-10-040(a) will be met during the building permit
review process, including applicable setbacks, required separation from the main building, etc.

ADIOURNMENT
Motion:

At 9:18 p.m., Rebecca Wayment made a motion to adjourn the meeting, which was
unanimously approved.
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Heather Barnum
Chair, ington City Planning Commission
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